
TO: Oskar Zaborsky 
Victor McKusick 

FROM : Paul R. Ferrard 

SUBJECT: Sign-off on Draft Report 

While I an; generally in agreement t h a t  the majority of 
t h i s  report  ( summary, chapters 1-2, and 4 - 7 )  "satisfactdrily 
rep'reserts t h e  viewpoint of t h e  committ.ee", T am rrut ready to 
as:r.:.,e that condition to Chapter 3 ,  Statistical Sa:ia f o r  
7 -  c +J rpretatian. 

In view of our many discussions, presentations, ar:d e x t e n s i v e  
l n fo r rna t ion  supplied to o u r  committee, the recenr. pzblished 
writings of some members of our committee, and t h rough  t h e  remarks 
of the reviewers, I simply am not convinced that, i r .  ~ t r  cxrrent 
form, Chapter 3 demonstrates a balanced ( a s  we c n n t . ~ . ~ ~ r ?  i r r  line 5; 
E .  3 3 3 ) ,  consistent and objective consideration of  t h i s  subject. 

S t a t e d  succinctly, f think that t h e  recommendations contained 
in C h a p t e r  3 will l ead  to our understatement of the puwer of this 
t ;echnoiogy and goes beyond a simply conservative approach. Lines 
14-15 of p. 3-3, indicate that ''any loss of power can be offset by 
studying additional l oc i " .  However, if forensic scient-ists are to 
be limited to use cf t h e  e m p i r i c a l  counting method (I/&) for 
reporting purposes t h e n  how will t h e  use of additional l o c i  change 
t h i s  ntlmber? In f a c t ,  if a papu:ation database of 1000 genotypes 
i s  used, only one or two Loci might be necessary to dffferentiate 
among a l l  1000 genotypes in t h e  database and thereby mitigate the 
need to run more l o c i .  How do we reconcile recommending statistf- 
cal reporting of less than 1/1000 against our qualitative 
statement in t h e  Chapter (lines 1 - 3 ,  p. 3-37) t h a t  . ' * a  match 
occurring a t  each of four loci by chance is probably quite rare"? 



As I read this chapter and anticipate the effect of it3 use in 
criminal trials, I interpret that forensic laboratories wciuld have 
to use t h e  empirical counting method until the use of the multipli- 
c a t i o n  r u l e  is supported by t h e  results of the population sub- 
structure study we descr ibe  on p 3 - 2 1 .  From a practical stand- 
point, t h a t  means t h a t  for a period extending from the issuance of 
this report until t h e  publication of the results of t h e  sub- 
structure study, reporting of statistical inferences of cur data 
will be limited to the counting method; this could mean 1-2 years 
of reporting results grossly understating the significance of those 
results. 

I f  I t h o u g h t  that t h a t  recammendation representeri t-he majority 
opinion of the relevant scientific community, I cculd slgn-gff on 
this repor t .  B u t  as I have said all along, I am still not 
convinced the National Academy of Science could defend the basis of 
that conclusion. It would seem instead t h a t  the committee has 
selectively ignored much recently published material germme to 
this issue: for example, on line 20-23 of p .  3 - 9 ,  we referer;ce only 
five "studies concerning the population substructure  of VNTR 
markets" when many more have been made available to c h e  cmmittee. 
The series of letters to the Editor (Ann J. Hum, G e n e t .  49:891-903, 
1991) and t h e  responses to Hart1 and Lewontin in t h e  Crime Lab 
Digest ( 1 8 : 3 ) '  J u l y  1 9 9 1  distributed to the xarkers of this 
committee w i t h  this draft are giver ,  only l i p - s t r - i c e  ir. Chaprer 3 
a s  are the comments of reviewers R - 1 ,  R-2, R-4, R-5, and R-6. It 
seems instead t h a t  the tone of Chapter 3 reflects c: singular point 
of view and selectively u s e s  data o n l y  to prove  thz t -  clrie point of 
view and disregards or trivializes any ucrnparable data  to support 
a different view p o i n t .  For example, lines 3-5, p, 3 - 1 3  implies 
t h a t  since "one third of nrarriages are contracted bet &een  persans 
livi ng less than 10  miles apart" that this "propinquity o €  marriage 
partners contributes to e t h n i c  endogamy". What then can be said 
about the fact that two-thirds o €  marriages are zherefore csJntract-  
ed by persons  living more - -  t h a n  10 miles apart? 

I recugnize f u l l  w e l l  that I. am not an e x p e r t  i n  the f i e l d  of 
population genetics; but one doesn't have to be sne to see that 
t h e r e  are legitimate different points of view by such experts which 
are nor sufficiently acknowledged in this chapter.  I t . 't ink the 
National Academy of Science should  be concerned t h a t  any report 
issued under their auspices be scientifically accdrate and 
balanced. 

A n  area in which I do possess some e x p e r t i s e  but w h l o h  is  also 
ignored in Chapter  3 relates to my previous and continuing 
objection to the statement on lines 7-11 on p .  3 - 3 0 .  As I stated 
in my response  to t h e  sign-off of the previous d r a f t  of this 
r e p o r t ,  I cannot allow my name to be associated with a report that 
make such an irresponsible statement - nor  should the National 
Academy of Science. I reiterat-e here my objections to this 
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statement for the zeasons I articulated in my l e t t e r  of May 23, 
1991. 

1 a m  ailxious a s  the Academy t c j  see this report i s b u d  and 
da not wish to be the reason fur f u r t h e r  delay. However, the 
pGter l t ia1  impact of this reporr; on the criminal ju5tice system and 
y p ~ ~ ~  ?.fie reputation of t h e  National Academy of Science I s  t o o  great 
t;, s d t z r r f : c e  quality f o r  exped iency .  I'm not s u e  how t c  resolve 
t!;.is is522 and i f  I'm the o n l y  member who feels t h i s  s t r o r . g l y  about 
Coapter  3 .  k'rom di5Lussions w i t h  Gecrqe 5ensabnacjh and  Tcm Caskey 
\and h i s  xacent  wrltings o n  t h e  subject), I woii:d d i . t l C s P 3 ' "  they 
~ J ; O L ?  ;iy ;-i?ncc=rns?; but I cannot and do n o t  speak f ~ i r  the?t. 

. .  

F a f '  I I I ~  to sign-off on Chapter 3 ,  would n c t  require a major re- 
+L&:*- f just, a modification of those statements w h i ~ 5 s  e z z ~ n t i a l  l y  
; i r i , L C  ~ l ~ e  ~ e p o r t i n g  of statistical inclusion t o  the method of 
r!rn&Jlr 1Gal oGiuntAr,g * Rather-, qlven the c o r i s i d e ~ a b f e  body of 
e v i d e - ~ c e  t o  suyqest t h a t  many experts  believe the use o f  the 
! i i ~ l ~ ~ ; ~ b ~ .  a t ~ o n  rule  appropriate, recommend t h e  i n t e r i n k  ase of t h e  
m u ; t i p l ~ ~ n t i o n  met hod fn c o n j u r ~ c t i v r i  with d 1 G %  ceiling freqhency 
u n c i l  t):.;: suggested sub-population study results Ir, a more 
emy:ri:a;iy derived number,  In t h i s  manr,er t b e  1ike;ihc.t .d of a 
~ ? 3 * ,  '>, l : cc i t l~ng  at 4 loci (with 8 alleles) woxld be r e p 5 r t e d  3t a 
- r u  .,!:icin of i : 6, 250, 008.  

Th;s approach would be more consistent: and balac-od with t h e  
j ~ ; . i ; ~ a l  assertions of t h i s  chapter and specifically lines 1 - 4  of F. 
3 - 2 ;  whiclr s t a t e :  

'II" - n t u i t i p l j  car l ion  rule wi i 1 y i e l i  **rail i 2 a:Lii .ztsriServd- 

t i v e  e s t i m a t e s  even for a substriJctureu popzlatian 
proklded that t h e  allele frequencies used i n  the cdlcuia- 
t ron  exceed the allele frequenries in any of the popula- 
t ion subgroups. " 

"we selected [ L C % ]  by reasoning t h a t  the alieic :reqk.sr?cy 
employed in the calcuiations should be co~sfderably 
greator than t h e  typical fluctuations ~ a u s ~ ' f  hy genetic 
draft.. . I t  

1 think the changes  suggested here in  will i i % ~ ~ - c > , > ~  signi i icazl- 
l y  the respcnsiveness of this report to the cc;r;c:er~s of the 
reviewers and several members of the committes itself, 

I remain available to discuss this issue in t h e  coaing days or 
weeks should you dec ide  that to be appropriata. 
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